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Dick’s •'iinck coamentary (5-10) 



■Sfe agree on -i^’inck, his cspsbilitles, character and hon-medicel skills. 

’^ou also read his eTOsions as I do*; giving them the meaning I also give them. I 
do not regard them as merely evasions, but as indications of whet was evaded, 
always with the worry of a perjury rap in K.O. 

ISO-Sardley. This apparently is the man in charge of Operetipn 
Autopsy . he figures in all suits also. He ih an Assistant A.G, and^^ p^^^ was 

in charge if defense in Hslleck’s court,; responses to John iii his suit. It is . 
his Helleck afternoon I am trying to get without paying court reporter’s fees. 

ISS. I am more than hslf-inclined to believe, he saw no existing evidence of anterior 
neck wound because KixrissKif^siK sample should have: been removed/ for microspopic 
examination... ils it possible tnat without treeing back.what iS. 0. exhibit was the 
basis of questions you have (l6Sff) confused head drawing and body sketch/bask? 
...175: Is it possible he knev/ ae had .reason to avpid all association with all 
microscopic examine tionsV While it is true sat^sDsa did tue sup;- . xfpt, Finck 

was there: end should at least have asked, if they .were not taken in hi presence, 
what samples were to be studiedv:Iie had to disassociate from all of . that. . ,176! 

I’ve understoodathat generally entrance Bounds are less rasjed t nan exits, h'hat is 
there thending to make: them more' ragged with -underlying bone?'. , ,197 Qpite right, 
and more, n® avoids any estimate of scale of X-rays*. There^ a means of comparison, 
the other wound, and there is -a; general practise (3/4)* with the other 

wound, this is close to life-like end he knew it. Here is one of Oser’s major 
slips. He should have asked the official measurement-then asked why there was none, 
then the stshdards of forensic pathology, and put Finck in defense of his rep,,.. 

193; Cyril’s Washington testimony on failure to examine left side of brain is 
quite good. With the compsrfeion More massive", of lesions in the right side, this 
failure is, culpable, no less so with ho removal' of the ■’atructiire’' , ' because el T: 
agree all read and understood head X-fays^ They ever explained them to feebees.. . 

197 is as close to perjury as he dared go. And he did get away witn it-so far. 

Second reference: I do not recall other testimony on bone fragments, .ibove: did n 
the structure snow in pictures rstaer than Xpraya? If so, this iaasns i t was also 
visible to naked eye, my recoilectioh, . , .207 v-hat -t-iumes did Vv'ita the brain was 
study it after fixing. This was unrelated to other studies, as with X-rays, but 
Finck had alLready laid his trail bacieward on this by pretending to be np. more than 
a ballistics consultant. The fact Is that aside from sectioning, he was in on all 
;:that part. The sections v<ere studied after fixation, Boswell also is, not signed 
-to supp, rpt*.,209. I not only spotted' it but share your admiration ror the skill 
of the bastard and in ray note- have: what I ’ll probably use in tne text. If it 3s 
skilled it is also marvelous self-characterization,' •^inck casting himself as villain. 
Your help on bullets in: COUP made me better able to fully appreciate this, *214: 

I disagree, % the ti’ne of his N.O, te'Etinsonyj to say 'Idpn’t rscall" about fragments 
in the neck, he has written his own 1967 report and read thh panel’s is perjury. 
Jt is worse th&h evasion, And he had to: :hsve seen them : the night of the autoasy, 

^''ote my citation if Hiimes’ testimony 'oh- in III ) .. .At this: roint 

disagree with your opinion the panel will have to re.pudiste what it said of these 
■ fragments. They dare not. Thai r play ' is: sTiencS' behind'At^ - 

; pBotection. It was built into the - charge Gisrk/FerdleyAgave: :tl^ 
note Galloway in in Bpecter memo. The added significance of this is tnat it 
is in contradiction with -^uiaes, i am pretty certain, and it places i'inc at the 
hospital for a rather long period “'"undsy . . .f refer to my previous comments on the 
%ner8i and suggest Finck was still doing a job here to protect those really 
needing protection, not tne generelbut the stiairals.. ..Certain i do have name 
of radiologist, -perhaps in PM. .,18: Ahen you consider whst they did do to the body 
you can best understend the fllp’-sncy of this "ans-wer. " about the neck, " ser didn’t 
make the Y-cut clear, buw when you see Gurry’s book, if you ahysn’t already seen 
the ,s'A8id autipsy photo, you’ll get it.. ..23; Definitely here Is deception. Jas 5 






3". '"'r 3 3 / 4 ”? Both invelidate Heport. both, "definitely' are not 4",, ..28 eonipare 
with Humes {again as in MIII-H saying tise -re dioiogist rea a them shlis tuey sll 
looked at thaia, so they all res., them, including '^inck and even i£ellera»n ) .... 31 : 
taeihterssting thing is 1 recall no reference to tus rect . sti-ucture from the 
^^-rey readings, only from the pictures. *^y recall can be virong, but this it is. 

1 have been pursuing this by other means. presume any "’structure" would show 
in the 1-reys, but 1 do not suppose there could not aave been an "oversight" 
or that one of the A-rays or more might not have been present. This is one of the 
reasons 1 have been pressing on the correct number from the first. 

Reel Orwell, no? 

After reeding it, can you bfelieve it could have hapt-enedV 

It’s Dr, Flncklove, Who eppears to have his own strange loves. 

■ However, I also t.-ink It can be enough to measure him^for a cell, whether 
or not it ever puts him there. 




